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ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION 
AGENCY 
[40CFRPart60] 

[FRL  279-2] 

STANDARDS  OF  PERFORMANCE  FOR 
NEW  STATIONARY  SOURCES 

Coal  Preparation  Plants 

Pursuant  to  section  111  of  the  Clean 
Air  Act,  as  amended,  the  Administrator 
proposes  herein  standards  of  perform¬ 
ance  for  new  and  modified  coal  prep¬ 
aration  plants. 

On  December  23,  1971,  the  first  stand¬ 
ards  of  performance  were  promulgated. 
Those  were  for  affected  faoilities  at  new 
fossil  fuel-fired  steam  generators,  in¬ 
cinerators,  Portland  cement  plants,  nitric 
acid  plants,  and  sulfuric  acid  plants. 
Since  that  time,  additional  standards 
have  been  proposed  for  other  categories 
of  sources  (March  8,  1974,  39  FR  9308) 
and  several  other  publications  in  the 
Federal  Register  have  amended  the 
standards. 

As  prescribed  by  section  111,  proposal 
of  standards  for  coal  preparation  plants 
was  preceded  by  the  Administrator’s  de¬ 
termination  that  these  plants  contrib¬ 
ute  significantly  to  air  pollution  which 
causes  or  contributes  to  the  endanger- 
ment  of  public  health  or  welfare  and 
by  his  publication  of  this  determination 
In  this  issue  of  the  Federal  Register. 

Coal  preparation  plants  were  selected 
for  the  development  of  standards  based 
primarily  on  the  expectation  of  increased 
demand  for  coal  and  the  beneficial  im¬ 
pact  which  would  result  from  the  ap¬ 
plication  of  best  technology  for  air  pollu¬ 
tion  control.  Coal  preparation  plants 
were  recommended  for  consideration  for 
standards  in  the  “Report  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works,”  U.S.  Senate, 
September  17,  1970,  and  named  as  a 
major  source  of  air  pollution  in  40  CFR 
Part  52,  “Prevention  of  Significant  Air 
Quality  Deterioration,”  as  proposed  in 
the  Federal  Register,  August  27,  1974 
(39  FR  31000) .  The  recent  emphasis  on 
coal  as  the  long-term  source  of  fossil 
fuel  energy  will  lend  additional  impetus 
to  the  growth  of  the  coal  industry.  This 
may  be  particularly  true  of  the  lower 
rank  lignite  and  sub-bituminous  coals 
which  have  heretofore  been  uneconom¬ 
ical  to  exploit. 

Coal  preparation  plants  are  major 
sources  of  particulate  matter  emissions 
which  can  have  an  adverse  effect  on 
health.  The  bases  for  the  proposed  stand¬ 
ards  Include  the  results  of  emission 
measurements  by  the  industry,  the  En¬ 
vironmental  Protection  Agency  and  local 
agencies:  emission  data  derived  from 
available  technical  literature;  informa¬ 
tion  gathered  during  visits  to  pollution 
control  agencies  and  plants  in  the  United 
States;  and  comments  and  suggestions 
solicited  from  experts.  The  proposed 
standards  reflect  the  degree  of  emission 
limitation  achievable  through  the  ap¬ 
plication  of  the  best  system  of  emission 
reduction  which,  taking  into  account  the 
cost  of  achieving  such  reduction,  the 
Administrator  has  determined  to  have 
been  adequately  demonstrated. 
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The  document  “Background  Informa¬ 
tion  for  Standards  of  Performance:  Coal 
Preparation  Plants”  which  presents  In¬ 
formation  regarding  the  factors  con¬ 
sidered  in  arriving  at  the  proposed  stand¬ 
ards,  including  costs  and  summaaies  of 
test  data,  is  available  free  of  chasge  fiom 
the  Emission  Standards  and  ^gineering 
Division,  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  Research  Triangle  Park,  North 
Carolina  27711,  attention;  Mr.  Don  R. 
Goodwin.  It  is  emphasized  that  the  costs 
are  considered  reasonable  for  new  and 
modified  sources.  It  is  not  implied  that 
the  same  costs  apply  to  the  retrofitting 
of  existing  sources.  Retrofitting  to 
achieve  the  proposed  emission  limitations 
would  in  some  cases  cost  much  more. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  the  ap¬ 
plicability  of  the  standard  is  intention¬ 
ally  broad.  Although  the  emission  meas¬ 
urement  data  on  which  the  standard  is 
founded  was  obtained  from  coal  prepara¬ 
tion  plants  processing  bituminous  coal, 
the  standard  is  also  applicable  for  all 
other  types  of  coal.  Furthermore,  the 
definition  provided  for  coal  preparation 
plants  does  not  restrict  applicability  to 
plants  which  process  coal  directly  from 
a  coal  mine.  There  are  no  known  thermal 
coal  dryers  other  than  “mine-mouth,” 
but  plants  which  break,  crush,  or  screen 
coal  are  relatively  common.  (For  ex¬ 
ample,  such  preparation  plants  will  be 
constructed  at  new  coal-fired  power 
plants  and  new  coke  ovens.)  Since  there 
is  no  basic  difference  in  the  mechanical 
processes  of  breaking,  crushing,  and 
screening  coal  whether  they  occur  at  the 
mine  or  at  some  other  location,  the  ap¬ 
plicability  of  the  standard  was  expanded 
to  encompass  those  processes  regardless 
of  their  location.  Future  coal  prepara¬ 
tion  plants  at  all  such  facilities  must 
comply  with  the  proposed  opacity  stand¬ 
ard. 

Existing  installations  which  had  emis¬ 
sion  rates  from  the  thermal  dryer  below 
that  of  the  proposed  standard  typically 
controlled  emissions  with  a  venturi 
scrubber  in  series  with  a  cyclonic  separa¬ 
tor  (which  removed  entrained  water). 
The  scrubber’s  operating  conditions 
ranged  from  25  to  35  inches  of  water 
head-loss.  It  is  anticipated  that  such 
equipment  will  continue  to  be  used. 

Breaking,  crushing,  and  screening  op¬ 
erations  may  be  conducted  on  coal 
which  may  be  wet  or  dry.  ’Those  plants 
which  break,  crush,  and  screen  wet  coal 
used  lower  efficiency  (3-5  inches  of  water 
head-loss)  scrubbers.  Plants  which  simi¬ 
larly  process  dry  coal  often  use  fabric 
filters.  Both  can  achieve  the  proposed 
limitation  which  prohibits  opacities  of  20 
percent  or  greater. 

'The  standards  will  require  the  op¬ 
erator  to  provide,  as  part  of  the  new 
plant  design,  suitable  means  (such  as 
taller  stacks  or  internal  straightening 
vanes)  to  permit  measurement  of  the 
emissions  by  EPA’s  reference  methods. 
The  authority  for  requiring  such  modi¬ 
fications  stems  from  section  114(a)(1) 
(c)  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

The  standards  also  require  the  op¬ 
erator  to  daily  sample  and  analyze  for 
moisture  content  the  product  coal  from 
thermal  dryers.  This  information  is  an 


Indication  of  Uie  potential  dusting  prob¬ 
lem  associated  with  conveying,  storing, 
and  transferlng  dried  coal.  Fine  coal 
dried  to  low  surface  moisture  levels  is 
generally  reeo9[iized  to  have  extreme 
dusting  properties.  Faeillties  which  dry 
coal  to  low  molstm-e  levels  will  have  to 
install  adequate  control  equipment  in 
order  to  achieve  applicable  opacity  stand¬ 
ards.  For  facilities  that  have  not  in¬ 
stalled  necessary  control  equipment,  but 
change  their  operating  practices  to  dry 
coal  to  low  levels,  product  coal  moisture 
information  can  be  used  as  evidence  of 
violation  of  best  operating  and  mainte¬ 
nance  requirements.  Facilities  which 
elect  to  routinely  dry  coal  to  low  moisture 
levels  may  demonstrate  dining  the  per¬ 
formance  test  the  effectiveness  of  their 
control  equipment  to  show  that  these 
operating  practices  are  consistent  with 
applicable  emission  regulations.  These 
data  gathering  and  recordkeeping  re¬ 
quirements  do  not  represent  an  addi¬ 
tional  burden  for  most  thermal  drying 
facilities.  Such  analyses  are  routinely 
performed  daily  as  part  of  the  source 
owner’s  quality  assurance  program  in 
order  to  determine  that  customer  specifi¬ 
cations  are  met  and  in  order  to  determine 
the  customer’s  cost  per  ton  (dried  coal  is 
often  sold  on  a  cents  per  million  Btu 
basis) . 

In  accordance  with  section  117(f)  of 
the  Act,  publication  of  these  proposed 
amendments  to  40  CFR  60  was  preceded 
by  consultation  with  appropriate  advi¬ 
sory  committees.  Independent  experts, 
ancl  Federal  departments  and  agencies. 
The  possible  adverse  environmental  im¬ 
pact  resulting  from  the  proposed  stand¬ 
ards  has  been  considered  and  determined 
to  be  negligible  as  discussed  in  the  back¬ 
ground  information  document.  The 
proper  management  of  solid  wastes  re¬ 
sulting  from  air  pollution  control  systems 
should  be  practiced.  Air  pollution  control 
technologies  generate  many  different 
amounts  and  types  of  solid  wastes  and 
liquid  concentrates  through  the  removal 
of  pollutants  from  air  emissions.  These 
substances  vary  greatly  in  their  chemical 
and  physical  composition.  A  variety  of 
techniques  may  be  employed  to  dispose 
of  these  substances.  When  thermal  proc¬ 
essing  is  the  choice  for  disposal,  provi¬ 
sions  must  be  made  to  ensure  minimal 
reentry  of  the  pollutants  into  the  atmos¬ 
phere  in  accordance  with  State  and  local 
regulations.  Consideration  should  also  be 
given  to  recovery  of  materials  of  value 
in  the  wastes.  When  land  disposal  is  se¬ 
lected,  practices  similar  to  proper  sani¬ 
tary  landfill  technology  may  be  fol¬ 
lowed.  ’The  principles  set  forth  in  EPA’s 
Land  Disposal  of  Solid  Waste  Guidelines 
(40  CFR  Part  241)  may  be  used  as  guid¬ 
ance  for  acceptable  land  disposal  tech¬ 
niques. 

Coal  preparation  plants  are  inherently 
one  of  the  Nation’s  major  sources  of  solid 
waste  pollution.  ’This  refuse  consists  of 
dirt  and  other  contaminants  that  are 
mined  with  the  coal  and  separated  from 
it  by  the  preparation  plant.  The  wet 
preparation  process  uses  copious  quanti¬ 
ties  of  water  to  accomplish  the  separa¬ 
tion.  The  additional  water  requirements 
and  solid  waste  pollution  attributable  to 
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control  of  air  pollution  are  minor  when 
compared  to  the  waste  by-products  of 
the  basic  process. 

Based  on  the  expected  annual  growth 
In  new  and  modified  thermal  dryer  facil¬ 
ities,  the  Incremental  Increase  in  total 
energy  consumption  (primarily  attribut¬ 
able  to  fan  power  requirements  for  air 
pollution  control  equipment)  in  excess  of 
that  required  to  achieve  State  standards 
Is  projected  to  be  6  million  kilowatt  hours 
per  year.  This  energy  requirement  is  a 
small  fraction  of  the  total  power  con¬ 
sumed  annually  by  coal  preparation 
plants  and  contiguous  mining  operations. 

The  economic  impact  of  the  standard 
to  control  thermal  dryers  above  that  in¬ 
curred  imder  existing  State  standards 
will  be  about  a  3  percent  increase  in  cap¬ 
ital  investment  and  an  incremental  cost 
of  $0.02  per  ton.  Neither  figure  would 
seriously  affect  any  decision  to  construct 
a  new  coal  preparation  plant.  For  air 
tables,  the  fabric  filter  now  frequently 
used  to  achieve  the  State  standards  will 
also  provide  compliance  with  the  stand¬ 
ard  of  performance,  so  the  economic  im¬ 
pact  is  minimal. 

Standards  sometimes  result  in  a  more 
severe  economic  Impact  on  smaller  than 
on  larger  firms.  This  is  partially  the  re¬ 
sult  of  economies  of  scale  that  generally 
favor  larger  equipment  installations.  In 
the. case  of  coal  preparations  plants, 
however,  a  complete  new  plant  requires 
an  investment  of  about  $10  million.  Any 
company  large  enough  to  afford  the  cap¬ 
ital  outlay  would  find  the  additional  in¬ 
vestment  required  for  Federal  air  pollu¬ 
tion  control  a  very  small  portion  of  the 
total  cost. 

The  proper  use  of  and  test  methods 
for  opacity  standards  are  presently  being 
reconsidered  by  the  Agency  in  response 
to  remands  from  the  United  States  Court 
of  Appeals  for  the  District  of  Columbia 
Circuit  in  Portland  Cement  Association 
V.  Ruckelshaus,  486  F.  2d  375  (1973), 
and  Essex  Chemical  Corp.  v.  Ruckels¬ 
haus,  486  F.  2d  427  (1973).  The  response 
to  the  remand  in  the  Portland  Cement 
case  should  be  completed  shortly.  At  that 
time,  the  Agency  will  promulgate  or  pro¬ 
pose  such  revisions  of  its  opacity  stand¬ 
ards  or  test  methods  as  it  deems  neces¬ 
sary  or  desirable.  In  accordance  with 
section  117(f)  of  the  Act,  publication  of 
these  proposed  amendments  to  40  CFR 
was  preceded  by  consifitation  with  ap¬ 
propriate  advisory  committees,  independ¬ 
ent  experts  and  Federal  departments 
and  agencies.  In  the  course  of  these  con¬ 
sultations,  the  Department  of  Commerce 
has  questioned  the  establishment  of  vis¬ 
ible  emissions  (opacity)  standards.  The 
Department  of  Commerce  believes  that 
opacity  limits  have  not  been  satisfacto¬ 
rily  correlated  to  give  rates  of  particulate 
concentration  emissions  or  mass  emis¬ 
sions  to  establish  opacity  as  a  standard. 
Further,  Commerce  has  questioned 
whether  such  standards  would  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  accurate  visual  determination. 
Commerce,  therefore,  recommended  that 
opacity  limits  not  be  adopted  as  a  stand¬ 
ard  where  a  particulate  concentration  or 
mass  emlsslcm  standard  is  established. 
Commerce  believes  such  opacity  limits 


PROPOSED  RULES 

should  only  be  iised  in  those  cases  to  cre¬ 
ate  a  rebuttable  presumption  of  a  viola¬ 
tion  of  the  particulate  or  mass  emissions 
standards.  Commerce  believes  such  pre¬ 
sumption  could,  for  example,  be  rebutted 
by  providing  a  continuous  opacity  moni¬ 
tor  record  showing  a  visual  opacity  ob¬ 
servation  to  be  in  error;  and/or  by  a 
showing  that  the  particulate  concentra¬ 
tion  or  mass  emissions  standards  was  not 
exceeded  at  the  time  the  opacity  limit 
was  exceeded.  Commerce  believes  such  a 
showing  could  be  made  by  a  performance 
test.  If  the  owner  or  operator  wished  to 
use  such  test  to  show  that  he  was  not  in 
violation  of  the  mass  or  concentration 
standard  at  the  time  the  opacity  limit  was 
exceeded,  he  must  be  able  to  establish 
the  critical  plant  and  control  operating 
parameters  that  existed  at  the  time  of 
the  observed  opacity  violation  by  a  sys¬ 
tem  of  continuous  monitoring  and  re¬ 
cording  of  such  data  so  that  such  con¬ 
ditions  can  be  duplicated  at  the  time  of 
the  test. 

EPA  does  not  support  the  approach 
suggested  by  the  Department  of  Com¬ 
merce  and  is  proposing  opacity  standards 
in  the  regulation.  EPA  believes  that  the 
opacity  concept  is  both  technically 
sound  and  the  most  practical  and  inex¬ 
pensive  way  to  insure  that  control  equip¬ 
ment  is  adequately  maintained  and  op¬ 
erated  between  performance  tests.  A  per¬ 
formance  test  conducted  after  a  source 
was  observed  to  be  in  violation  of  the 
opacity  standard  would  not  in  EPA’s 
opinion  necessarily  resolve  the  question 
whether,  at  the  time  of  the  observed  vio¬ 
lation,  the  somce  was  meeting  the  con¬ 
centration  standard.  During  the  period 
between  the  observed  violation  of  the 
opacity  standard  and  the  time  of  the  per¬ 
formance  test,  the  owner  or  operator  in 
some  cases  coiild  take  remedial  action  to 
bring  a  non-complying  source  into  com¬ 
pliance.  EPA’s  opinion  is  that  the  only 
way  to  resolve  this  problem  would  be 
through  use  of  a  continuous  monitoring 
system  or  through  performance  tests 
conducted  at  such  frequent  intervals  as 
to  yield  similar  results.  EPA  believes  the 
approach  suggested  by  the  Department 
of  Commerce  is  not  a  realistic  or  prac¬ 
tical  alternative  in  the  absence  of  an  ap¬ 
propriate  continuous  monitoring  system. 
However  at  the  request  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Commerce,  EPA  is  submitting 
for  public  comment  that  agency’s  recom¬ 
mendation  and  will  consider  any  com¬ 
ments  of  State  oflacials,  industrial  repre¬ 
sentatives,  environmentalists,  and  the 
general  public  on  this  or  any  other  alter¬ 
native  approach. 

Interested  persons  may  participate  in 
this  rulemaking  by  submitting  written 
comments  (in  triplicate)  to  the  Emission 
Standards  and  Engineering  Division,  En¬ 
vironmental  Protection  Agency,  Re¬ 
search  Triangle  Park,  North  Carolina 
27711,  attention:  Mr.  Don  R.  CSoodwln. 
The  Administrator  wUl  welcome  com¬ 
ments  on  all  aspects  of  the  proposed 
regulations,  including  economic  and 
technological  Issues.  All  comments  re¬ 
ceived  on  or  before  December  9,  1974, 
will  be  considered.  Comments  received 
will  be  available  for  public  inspection  at 
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the  Office  of  Public  Affairs,  401  M  Street, 
SW.,  Washington,  D.C.  20460. 

(Secs.  Ill  and  114  of  the  Clean  Air  Act,  as 
amended  (42  U.S.C.  1857c-6  and  9) ) 

Dated;  October  11,  1974. 

John  Quarles, 
Acting  Administrator. 

It  is  proposed  to  amend  Part  60  of 
Chapter  I,  Title  40  of  the  Code  of  Fed¬ 
eral  Regulations  by  adding  new  sub¬ 
part  Y  as  follows: 

Subpart  Y — Standards  of  Performance  for 
Coal  Preparation  Plants 

Sec. 

60.250  Applicability  and  designation  of  af¬ 

fected  facility. 

60.251  Definitions. 

60.252  Standards  of  particulate  matter. 

60.253  Monitoring  of  operations. 

60.254  Test  methods  and  procedtires. 

Subpart  Y — Standards  of  Performance  for 
^  Coal  Preparation  Plants 

§  60.250  Applicability  and  designation 
of  affected  facility. 

’The  provisions  of  this  subpart  are 
applicable  to  the  following  affected  fa¬ 
cilities  in  coal  preparation  plants:  ther¬ 
mal  dryers;  pneumatic  coal-cleaning 
equipment  (air  tables) ;  coal  processing 
and  conveying  equipment  (including 
breakers  and  crushers) ;  screening  (clas¬ 
sifying)  equipment;  coal  storage  and 
coal  transfer  pioints;  and  coal  loading 
facilities. 

§  60.251  Definitions. 

As  used  in  this  subpart,  all  terms  not 
defined  herein  shall  have  the  meaning 
given  them  in  the  Act  and  in  subpart  A 
of  this  part. 

(a)  “Coal  preparation  plant”  means 
a  facility  which  prepares  coal  by  any 
or  all  of  the  following  processes:  break¬ 
ing,  crushing,  screening,  cleaning  (both 
wet  and  dry  methods),  and  drying. 

(b)  “Coal”  means  anthracite,  bitumi¬ 
nous,  subbltiuninous,  lignite,  or  any  other 
solid  fossil  fuel  normally  considered  coal 
as  classified  by  A.S.T.M.  Designation 
D-388-66. 

(c)  “Cyclonic  fiow”  means  a  spiraling 
movement  of  exhaust  gases  within  a  duct 
or  stack. 

(d)  “Thermal  dryer”  means  any  fa¬ 
cility  in  which  the  moisture  content 
of  coal  is  reduced  by  contact  with  a 
heated  gas  stream. 

(e)  “Pneumatic  coal-cleaning  equip¬ 
ment”  means  any  facility  which  classi¬ 
fies  coal  by  size  or  separates  coal  from 
refuse  by  application  of  air  stream(s) 
to  the  coal. 

(f)  “Coal  processing  and  conveying 
equipment”  means  any  machinery  used 
to  reduce  the  size  of  coal  or  to  separate 
coal  from  refuse,  and  the  equipment  used 
to  convey  coal  to  or  remove  coal  and 
refuse  from  the  machinery.  This  in¬ 
cludes,  but  is  not  limited  to,  breakers, 
crushers,  screens,  and  conveyor  belts. 

(g)  “Coal  storage  system”  means  any 
facility  used  to  store  coal  which  is  either 
improcessed  (“run-of-the-mlne”)  or 
processed  (classified  or  dried) . 
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(h)  "Transfer  and  loading  system” 
means  any  facility  used  to  load  processed 
coal  for  shipment. 

(i)  “Svirface  moisture”  is  defined  as 
the  difference  between  total  moisture  as 
determined  by  ASTM  D271-71  and  equi¬ 
librium  moisture  by  ASTM  D1412-61 
(1968). 

§  60.252  Standard  for  particulate  mat¬ 
ter. 

(a)  On  and  after  the  date  on  which 
the  performance  test  required  to  be  con¬ 
ducted  by  §  60.8  is  completed,  no  owner 
or  operator  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
this  subpart  shall  cause  to  be  discharged 
into  the  atmosphere  from  any  thermal 
dryer  gases  which: 

(1)  Contain  particulate  matter  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  0.070  g/dscm  (0.031  gr/dscf). 

(2)  Exhibit  30  percent  opacity  or 
greater. 

(b)  On  and  after  the  date  on  which 
the  performance  test  required  to  be  con¬ 
ducted  by  §  60.8  is  completed,  no  owner 
or  op>erator  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
this  subpart  shall  cause  to  be  discharged 
into  the  atmosphere  from  any  pneumatic 
cosd  cleaning  equipment  gases  which: 

(1)  Contain  particulate  matter  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  0.040  g/dscm  (0.018  gr/dscf). 

(2)  Exhibit  20  percent  opacity  or 
grreater. 

(c)  On  and  after  the  date  on  which 
the  performance  test  required  to  be  con¬ 
ducted  by  5  60.8  Is  completed,  no  owner 


or  operator  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
this  subpart  shadl  cause  to  discharged 
into  the  atmosphere  from  any  coal  proc¬ 
essing  and  conveying  equipment,  coal 
storage  systems,  or  coal  transfer  and 
loading  systems  gases  which  exhibit  20 
percent  opacity  or  greater. 

§  60.253  Monitoring  of  operations. 

(a)  Continuous  monitoring  systems 
shall  be  installed,  calibrated,  maintained, 
and  operated  by  the  soxuxe  owner  or 
opeator  of  any  thermal  dryer  as  follows: 

(1)  A  continuous  monitoring  system 
for  the  measurement  of  the  pressure  loss 
through  the  control  device  of  the  gais 
stream  on  a  continuous  basis. 

(2)  A  continuous  monitoring  system 
for  the  measurement  of  the  temperature 
of  the  gas  stream  at  the  exit  of  ^e  ther¬ 
mal  dryer  on  a  continuous  basis. 

(b)  The  soiuce  owner  or  operator  shall 
sample,  analyze,  and  record  daily,  the 
surface  moisture  content  of  product  coal 
from  the  thermal  dryer.  The  sample  shall 
be  selected,  prepared,  and  analsrzed  in 
accordance  with  ASTM  procedures 
D2234-72  for  mechanical  sampling. 
D2013-72  for  sample  preparation,  and 
D271-70  for  sample  analysis. 

§  60.254  Test  methods  and  procedures. 

(a)  The  reference  methods  In  Appen¬ 
dix  A  of  this  part,  except  as  provided  in 
§  60.8(b) ,  shall  be  used  to  determine 


compliance  with  the  standards  prescribed 
in  S  60.252  as  follows: 

(1)  Method  5  for  the  concentration  of 
particulate  matter  and  associated  mois¬ 
ture  content. 

(2)  Method  1  for  sample  and  velocity 
traverses, 

(3)  Method  2  for  velocity  and  volu¬ 
metric  fiow  rate,  and 

(4)  Method  3  for  gas  analysis. 

(b)  For  Method  5.  the  sampling  time 
for  each  run  shall  be  at  least  60  minutes 
and  the  minimum  sample  voliune  shall 
be  0.85  dscm  (30  dscf)  except  that 
shorter  sampling  times  or  smaller  vol¬ 
umes,  when  necessitated  by  process  vari¬ 
ables  or  other  factors,  may  be  approved 
by  the  Administrator.  Sampling  shall  not 
start  until  30  minutes  after  startup  and 
shall  terminate  before  shutdown  proce¬ 
dures  commence.  The  owner  or  operator 
of  the  affected  facility  shall  eliminate 
cyclonic  fiow  during  performance  tests 
in  a  manner  acceptable  to  the  Admin¬ 
istrator. 

(c)  For  the  purpose  of  this  subpart, 
S  60.12  does  not  prohibit  addition  of  dil¬ 
uent  gases  to  the  inlet  of  any  particulate 
matter  control  device. 

(d)  The  air  pollution  control  system 
for  thermal  dryers  or  pnevunatic  coal- 
cleaning  equipment  shall  be  constructed 
so  that  particulate  emissions  can  be  ac¬ 
curately  determined  by  applicable  test 
methods  and  procedures. 
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